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In 1958-59 Loren Eiseley, who had just published a deeply researched and insightful book on Charles Darwin and the history of evolutionary ideas, 1 began to postulate a new work on Darwin, a real-life detective story which was first, tentatively, entitled 'The Case of Charles Darwin and the Mysterious Mr. X.' 2 'Mr. X' was Edward Blyth, an acquaintance of Darwin, and a little known nineteenth-century English zoologist. Blyth, in 1835 and 1837, had published several articles in the Magazine of Natural History in which he described vividly the war of nature and how this war conserved species; and in which he suggested -and then argued against the suggestion-the possibility of species evolution. Eiseley's postulation ran as follows: Darwin had first been stimulated to originate his epochmaking theory of natural selection after reading Blyth's articles; and he had then suppressed and kept secret his debt to Blyth-cutting out and concealing pages from his Transmutation Notebooks-and later stressing the claim that Malthus had influenced him to form his theory. Eiseley, the detective, viewed Darwin as a suspect 'who had his secrets' and who was 'surrounded by a shadowy web.' 3 Eiseley first published his suspicions of Darwin's debt to Blyth in 1959-his original title was altered to read 'Charles Darwin, Edward Blyth, and the Theory of Natural Selection' 4 -and then for almost twenty years, until his death in 1977, he repeated his allegations in articles and in passages in books. 5 In 1979 his writ- 6 There was an especially intensive-and fruitful-research on Darwin's 1837-39 creative period, when the idea of natural selection was first developed, and when Eiseley held that Blyth's influence was paramount. Darwin researchers have, first of all, been able to assemble most of the relevant sourcesnotebooks, letters, manuscripts, and annotated books-for this period. Especially important has been the recovery of most (if not all) of the pages that Darwin cut out from his Transmutation Notebooks. In these youthful 1837-39 Notebooks, Darwin jotted down ideas, and references to sources, which he was sometimes able to use later in his adult works. Thus, when engaged in one of these works, he would sometimes look through his Transmutation Notebooks, cut out pertinent pages, and place these pages with the manuscript he was working on. Although he destroyed some of his early correspondence he was careful to preserve his early notes-because of their possible later use, and because (especially in the years before he published The origin of species) he wanted to leave a record of his evolutionary ideas for posterity. There is no evidence for the contention that he concealed his early notes. Some of his cut-out and then recovered Transmutation Notebook pages show that he read Malthus's On population in September 1838, and that the reading deeply affected his thinking about species stability and change-although the exact nature of Malthus's influence has been debated.
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Darwin did read Blyth's 1837 Magazine of Natural History article-which discussed reason and instinct in humans and animals and the war of nature 8 -and he left three different records of his reaction to it. (1) In his second Transmutation Notebook he drew on information given by Blyth to compare instances of instincts and reasons in animals and humans; and he commented that the difference between these faculties was not too great and that they had evolved from a common origin (at this time he believed in evolution but had not developed the idea of natural selection).
9 (2) In his copy of the issue of Magazine of Natural History, which contained Blyth's article, Darwin heavily annotated-with several pencil lines and some pencil comments-some of Blyth's examples of instincts and reasons. He penciled only lightly with one line, or left unmarked, 6. John C. Greene, 'Reflections on the progress of Darwin studies,'/. Hist. Bioh, 1975, S, 243-273. 7 . For a discussion of the influence that Malthus exerted on Darwin see Silvan S. Schweber, 'The origin of the Origin revisited,' J. Hist. Biol., 1977, 10, 283-304. 8. Edward Blyth, 'On the psychological distinctions between man and all other animals; and the consequent diversity of human influence over the inferior ranks of creation, from any mutual and reciprocal influence exercised among the latter, ' Mag. nat. Hist., 1837, n.s. 1,1-9,77-85, and 131-141. 9. Gavin de Beer, ed., 'Darwin's notebooks on transmutation of species, Part n' Bull. Brit. Mas. (Nat. Hist.) , Hist. Ser., i960, 2, No. 3, p. 106. Blyth's passages on the war of nature and the possibility of evolution.
10 (3) In his 1856-58 long manuscript work on natural selection, in the chapter on 'Mental powers and instincts of animals', he cited Blyth's example of instincts in squirrels.
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These reactions suggest that Darwin used Blyth's 1837 paper, primarily, for examples to support his evolutionary views; and that he was not impressed by Blyth's description of the war of nature, and statement on evolution. Darwin was not impressed because long before Blyth he had read vivid accounts of the war of nature in the works of Carl Linneaus, Gilbert White, William Paley, Charles Lyell, and his grandfather Erasmus Darwin; and he was also long familiar with the idea of evolution from the books of his grandfather and Lyell (Lyell had summarised the ideas of Lamarck) and from talking to his Edinburgh teacher Robert Grant.
During his creative period Darwin most frequently cited forty-six persons among whom was Blyth. There is, however, no evidence that Blyth was more important than the other forty-five. Among the forty-six were eighteen who were especially important because they influenced Darwin's views on philosophy, moral theory, logic, religion, and politics (Dordrecht, Holland, 1978) pp. 12-20. 13. For a discussion of the research on Darwin's creative period see Silvan S. Schweber, 'Essay review: the young Darwin,' J. Hist. Biol., 1979, 12, 176-179. 14. Many important studies of Darwin's creative period were published after Eiseley's death. However the basic sources for this period-Darwin's Transmutation Notebooks and the recently discovered excised pages from these Notebooks-were all published by 1967, ten years before Eiseley's death.
As the evidence steadily accumulated that Darwin's discovery of natural selection was complex and was determined by many authors-and that Blyth's influence was unexceptional-Eiseley simply kept on stating that it was Blyth who held the 'vital keys that had changed the world of the existent to the world of potential organic novelty. In this essay, first written in 1943 and expanded in 1966, the now distinguished French historian of the life sciences Georges Canguilhem explores the dialectical relationship between the normal and the pathological. This first English translation of any work by Canguilhem draws well-deserved attention to his versatile scholarship and provocative philosophy. Rather than hope for a science of physiology to be applied to an art of pathology, Canguilhem sees the normal emerging only from its opposite, the abnormal, first observed in clinical practice. A long historical discussion effectively demolishes the views of Francois Broussais, Auguste Comte, and Claude Bernard that the pathological is only a quantitative variation from the normal. Disease is for Canguilhem a radically divergent state with symptoms and disturbances having no necessary analogy to normal functioning. Evidence for this argument ranges from the phenomena of infection to metabolic defects to genetic 'errors. ' Radical discontinuity in the state of an individual is not, however, equivalent to measurable deviations of physiological 'constants' from given mean values. Canguilhem rejects a quantitative 'science of the pathological' which would define the normal operationally as a statistical mean value. In some individuals, excess stomach acid produces no ulcer, and below average respiration rates in a yogi do not indicate pathology. Even in a 'homogeneous' population, there may be wide variations in such factors as basal metabolism or the reactions to pathogenic agents, without abnormality.
Canguilhem would prefer to view normality and disease as characteristics of the whole individual organism, not of particular measurable indicators. Both health and disease have norms of a sort, but those of health allow resilience and adaptability, while those of disease inhibit flexible responses to crises and environmental challenges. Normality is more a value than a fact. An organism is not
